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Sir 



Pursuant to MPEP 713.04. Applicant is submitting this summary of the substance of 
the June 7, 2005 telephone interview vflth Examiner Hirl. 
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REMARKS 



On June 7. 2005 at 10:00 AM, Dr. John Josephson, Inventor, and Carol Stovsky. 
Applicant's representative, participated in a telephone interview with Examiner Hirl to 
discuss the present application. Prior to the interview, a proposed amendment to the 
application with new claims was submitted to the Examiner for consideration. 

The participants also discussed claim 1 and the Amado reference. The 
Examiner has maintained that the claims are too general and that the generalized 
claims are in the prior art. The Examiner suggested that claims are so general as to 
cover a genetic algorithm and the application of an objective function to a decision 
altemative. Applicant explained that an objective function considers only one criterion 
and that the present invention is directed to evaluation of decision alternatives 
according to multiple criteria. Applicant further suggested that the proposed claims 
have explicit limitations related to the use of multiple criteria In evaluating, filtering, and 
examining decision alternatives. Applicant finally suggested that the Amado reference 
upon which the Examiner has relied is not directed In any way to examination or 
selection of decision alternatives from a discrete set of decision alternatives and does 
not discuss or even suggest use of multiple criteria in evaluation, filtering, or examining 

decision alternatives. 

The Examiner suggested rewriting the claims to clarify the steps pcrtomried by 
the software processes of the invention. Applicant agreed to rewrite the claims for 
clarity and to further emphasize that the present invention supports exploration of 
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decision alternatives according to multiple criteria. Applicant appreciates the 
Examiner's v«llingness to consider proposed claims in order to Identify allovrable claim 



language for the invention. 
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